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SUPPLEMENTAL  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

REPORT,  CENTRAL  ARTERY/THIRD  HARBOR  TUNNEL  PROJECT 


Commissioner  Dimino  is  coordinating  the  prepartion  of  the 
City's  comments  on  the  agency  draft  of  the  Central  Artery 
SFEIR.  Chapters  1-4  have  been  circulated  to  City  departments 
for  comments.  As  you  can  see  from  the  enclosed  Table  of 
Contents,  these  chapters  do  not  address  project  impacts. 
They  describe  the  project  and  the  environment  to  be  effected. 

The  staff  has  prepared  the  enclosed  draft  comments,  to  be 
forwarded  to  the  Transportation  Department  when  finalized. 
This  memo  transmits  them  to  you  and  to  staff  for  comments 
and  revisions  before  formal  transmission  to  BTD.  Of 
particular  note: 

1)  The  EIR  establishes  a  theme  that  development  in  Boston 
is  creating  a  traffic  crisis  which  the  Central  Artery 
will  have  to  contend  with.  It  can  be  presumed  that 
this  theme  will  be  used  to  justify  the  levels  of 
congestion  on  the  new  facility  which  will  be  projected 
in  1995  and  2010  in  subsequent  Chapters. 

2)  Growth  projections  which  underly  the  EIR  are  detailed 
in  a  separate  document  which  is  under  review  by  staff 
at  this  time. 
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Introduction 

1  -3  Project  Background 

(1 )      The  text  states  that  "Funding  for  the  project  was  approved  in  April  1 987 

when  Congress  passed  the  Surface  Transportation  and  Uniform  Relocation 
Assistance  Act."  This  statement  implies  that  full  funding  for  the  entire 
project  encompassed  in  the  1985  EIS/P  was  approved.  Please  indicate  the 
status  of  funding  of  each  segment  of  the  present  project. 

1  -3  Purpose  and  Need  for  Action 

Introduction 

(1)      Pages  1-24  describe  the  measurement  and  causes  of  travel  demand  growth  in 
the  study  area  and  the  region.  Thee  are  significant  problems  with  this 
discussion. 

o    The  text  is  vague  and  misleading  concerning  the  relation  between 
development  and  travel  demand; 

o    The  relationship  of  core  and  regional  travel  demand  generation  are 
unclear. 

o    Major  causes  of  travel  demand  growth  are  not  considered  in  the 
measurement  and  forecast  of  future  demand. 


SP5/02.RPT 
041489/1 


Each  of  these  problems  raises  substantial  questions  about  the  quality 
and  usefulness  of  the  forecasts.  These  questions,  in  turn,  raise 
concerns  about  the  adequacy  of  the  SFEIR's  understanding  of  the 
relationship  of  the  proposed  facility  to  travel  demand,  and  about  its 
relationship  to  other  measures  to  address  this  demand. 

The  problems  outlined  above  can  be  summarized  as  follows: 

(a)      The  relationship  of  development  and  travel  demand.  The  text, 
taken  together  with  (3-16  through  3-18)  implies  that  commercial 
and  office  development  is  causing  the  growth  in  traffic  volumes. 
For  instance,  on  page  3-16  the  text  states: 

"AWDT  volumes  have  increased  on  most  roadways  since  1982, 
reflecting  the  pace  of  development  that  has  occurred  in  Boston 
during  the  past  several  years."  In  fact  commercial  and  office 
development  can  most  usefully  be  understood  as  the  siting  of 
economic  growth.  The  vacancy  rates  for  office  space  over  the 

last  ten  years  have  been  between and in 

Boston's  downtown  and  between and in 

the  region.  These  low  rates  indicate  that  new  development  has 
largely  responded  to  economic  growth,  providing  the  space  needed 
to  house  the  economy's  new  jobs. 
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(b)      The  relationship  of  core  and travel 

generations:  While  this  job  growth  is  associated  with  increased 
travel  demand,  the  siting  of  these  jobs  in  specific  new 
developments  will  greatly  dictate  the  extent  of  new  travel 
generation.  In  general  the  location  of  economic  growth  in  Boston 
developments  will  tend  to  minimize  the  traffic  generation  increases 
associated  with  economic  growth  because  of  the  availability  of 
transit  and  because  the  density  of  development  allows  for  greater 
impact  of  demand  reduction  strategies  such  as  caravan  and  other 
multi-passenger  programs. 

Boston's  land  use  policies,  expressed  in  the  Downtown  IPOD 
directly  reflect  these  considerations.  Development  densities  have 

been  discouraged  in  transit areas  such  as  the 

Financial  District,  and  encouraged  in  strong  transit  nodes  such  as 
North  and  South  Station.  Recent  downtown  zoning  has  gone 
beyond  this  to  establish  strongly,  Transportation  Access  Plan 
requirements  for  all  development  over  100,000  square  feet 
downtown  to  minimize  the  vehicular  impacts  of  each  development. 

In  contrast,  economic  growth  which  takes  place  outside  Boston 
will  tend  to  exacerbate  traffic  problems.  Suburban  commercial 
development  takes  place  in  transit  poor  environments  where  the 
number  of  cars  generated  for  each  new  job  will  be  maximized. 
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Perhaps  the  best  statement  on  this  subject  was  made  by  Secretary 
Salvucci  in  the  Fan  Pier/Pier  4  EIR: 

"The  Commonwealth's  policies  throughout  the  1970's  led  to  a 
rediscovery  and  reinforcement  of  central  cities.  This  pattern  of 
increased  economic  activity  at  the  center  of  the  region's 
Transportation  Network  (both  existing  and  proposed)  is  focused. 
The  issue  is  not  whether  intense  economic  development  -  with  its 
jobs  and  its  increased  supply  of  housing  choices  -  should  occur, 
but  where  it  should  occur. 

Unless  the  relationship  between  core  and  regional  growth  is  more 
clearly  addressed  in  the  SFEIR,  the  role  of  the  Central  Artery 
project  and  its  relationship  to  other  transportation  facilities  will 
not  be  understood.  If  planned  more  comprehensively,  the  Central 
Artery  Project,  together  with  other  transportation  facilities  can  be 
seen  as  facilitating  the  continued  role  of  the  core  area  in 
accommodating  regional  economic  Cobs)  growth,  and  protecting  the 
surrounding  region  from  less  efficient  forms  of  growth. 

(c)      Sources  of  travel  demand  and  the  traffic  forecast  process: 

Page  1-13  acknowledges  that  major  sources  of  travel  demand 
growth  include  "new  types  of  economic  activity  and  living 
patterns",  but  the  magnitude  of  these  factors  is  not  explicitly 
considered.  This  same  paragraph  then  states  that  "traffic  grew  by 
4.7%  per  year  on  I-93  northbound  and  by  4.5%  per  year  on  the 
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Mass.  Turnpike  between  19715  and  1987.  Employment  growth  in 
the  NECMA  region  was  2.36%  per  year  between  1980  and  1986 
(Section  3.4.1)  and  less  than  1%  per  year  in  Boston  over  the  same 
period.  Population  growth  was  reported  as  about  0.4%  per  year  in 
the  CMSA  region  and  even  less  in  and  near  the  city 
(Section  3.4.1).  This  seems  to  indicate  that  local  or  regional 
employment  growth  alone  might  account  for  about  half  of  the 
recorded  increase  in  traffic  on  these  major  highways.  A 
multiplicative  interaction  between  population  and  job  growth  would 
account  for  little  more. 

The  observation  on  page  1-1 1  that  "Design  year  2010  predictions 
made  in  1983  of  175,000  vehicles  per  day  on  the  Central  Artery 
have  already  been  surpassed,  and  traffic  congestion  is  growing 
worse,"  should  warn  us  that  modeling  travel  demand  as  a  function 
of  employment  and  population  growth  can  lead  to  inadequate 
forecasts.  Both  the  quality  of  the  present  forecasts  and  the 
usefulness  of  the  EIR/S  document  for  transportation  discussion  and 
planning  are  severely  impaired  by  the  omission  of  explicit 
consideration  of  the  "other"  travel  demand  sources. 

(2)      The  text  limits  the  purpose  of  the  project  with  respect  to  bus/transit  service 
to  the  provision  of  "exclusive  bus  ramps  to  and  from  the  South  Station 
Transportation  Center...  with  direct  connections  to  points  south  and  west, 
and  to  Logan  Airport."  The  project  attempts  to  serve  buses  by  creating 
exclusive  HOV  lanes,  as  well  as  ramps.  This  system  of  lanes  and  ramps 
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provides  connections  to  South  Station  and  Logan  Airport,  but  also  provides 
connections  for  bus  service  to  other  downtown  districts  and  the  Fort  Point 
District.  This  wider  purpose  should  be  indicated. 

1.3.1  Socioeconomic  Development  and  Travel  Demand 

(1 )  pp.  1  -1 4  - 1  -1 5:  Clarify  that  emissions  refer  to  emissions  per  vehicle  (as 
written,  could  be  misinterpreted  as  being  total  emissions). 

(2)  On  top  of  pg.  1-15,  change  "2005  vehicles"  to  "year  2005  vehicles"  (for 
clarity. 

1.3.6  (C)  HOV/CV  Lanes  and  Ramps 

The  HOV  lanes  in  the  Central  Artery  are  described  as  leading  to  and  from  South 
Station.  In  fact  they  connect  to  the  City's  street  grid  at  Kneeland  as  well. 

1.6.1  Public  Agencies 

(1)  The  text  should  indicate  that  the  City  has  retained  consulting  services  in 
order  to  allow  it  to  address  issues  raised  by  the  project.  Funds  for  these 
services  were  authorized  from  the  City  budget  but  have  now  been  committed, 
and  no  further  appropriations  are  available  from  City  funds. 

(2)  Figure  1 .9:  City  of  Boston  permits  and  approvals  should  be  added 
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1 .7.3  Local  Agencies 

Pg.  1-48:  Description  of  BRA's  functions/responsibilities  towards  the  project 
perhaps  should  be  expanded. 

Proposed  Action 

2.1  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action 

(1)  The  elements  of  the  proposed  action  should  include  the  construction  of  a 
new  Surface  Artery  from  Causeway  Street  to  Kneeland,  and  the  connection 
of  this  artery  to  a  frontage  road  system  from  Kneeland  to  Southampton 
Street. 

(2)  In  a  February  22nd  letter  to  Secretary  Salvucci  the  City  requested  several 
changes  in  the  proposed  ramp  system.  In  addition  to  altering  the  location  of 
some  ramps,  a  new  southbound  and  a  new  northbound  ramp  are  to  be  added. 
The  fact  that  these  ramp  issues  remain  unresolved  should  be  stated. 

(3)  Figure  2.3:  This  figure  is  misleading.  As  drawn,  the  depressed  Central 
Artery  appears  as  a  surface  or  elevated  roadway,  and  is  indistinguishable 
from  the  elevated  Artery  in  Figure  2.2. 

(4)  Figure  2.5:  A  clearer  distinction  of  the  symbols  for  "bridge/viaduct"  and 
"below"  lane  movements  is  needed,  as  has  been  done  for  the  other  figures 
("below"  is  dashed). 
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(5)      Figures  2.5 -2.16 

a.  Ramp  identifications  in  the  text  need  to  be  checked  with  the  figures; 
;the  figures  do  not  seem  to  identify  all  of  the  ramps  described  in  the 
text  (e.g.  Ramp  R-V  described  on  page  2-14  does  not  appear  on 
Figure  2.6). 

b.  HOV  lanes  also  do  not  seem  to  be  shown  on  all  of  the  figures,  although 
they  are  described  in  the  text  (e.g.  Figure  2.16). 

2.1.1  Area  North  of  Causeway 

(1)  The  City  has  requested  that  a  Causeway  southbound  off-ramp  be  created. 

(2)  North  Washington  Street  is  designated  one  way.  The  City  has  no  intention 
to  change  the  existing  traffic  pattern  of  this  street. 

(3)  The  project  does  not  contain  the  realignment  of  Nashua  to  the  Lomasney 
Way/Causeway  Street  intersection.  This  link  is  essential  to  the  functioning 
of  the  CANA  ramp  connection  to  Congress  Street.  The  City  has  therefore 
requested  its  inclusion  in  the  project. 
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2.1.2  Central  Area 

(1 )  The  City  feels  that  local  traffic  destined  for  Callahan  Tunnel  and  I-92  south 
should  not  enter  the  same  portal,  as  the  project  currently  plans.  We  have 
proposed  a  New  Chardon  Street  entry  for  the  Callahan  Tunnel  and  a  Sudbury 
Street  entry  for  I-93  south. 

(2)  On  page  2-1 1 ,  the  SEIS  gives  mentions  creating  of  a  "Surface  Artery"  from 
Causeway  to  Boston  Street,  which  appears  to  be  highly  integral  to  achieving 
performance  standards  for  the  proposed  action.  No  standards  are  set  nor 
are  the  public  policies,  the  performance  criteria,  the  design  standards,  or  the 
levels  of  services  indicated. 

These  omission  undermine  discussion  of  the  manner  in  which  City's  surface 
street  pattern  will  be  rebuilt  as  a  functioning  system,  which  can  be 
supportive  of  local  neighborhood  commerce  and  residency.  The  proposed 
action  should  contain  a  section  including  maps,  plans,  and  graphics,  which 
describe  the  surface  street  system. 

(3)  On  page  2-1 2,  the  SEIS  describes  changes  and  realignments  of  Traverse 
Street,  New  Sudbury  Street,  Clinton  Street,  Hanover  Street,  North  Street  and 
Atlantic  Avenue. 

These  changes  are  not  described  systematically  or  portrayed  in  detail.  For 
example,  what  might  have  been  a  pair  of  traditional  cross  streets  are 
transformed  into  the  Traverse  and  Clinton  Street  U-turns.  These  proposals 
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are  not  evaluated  against  local  street  level-of-service  standards.  No  options 
are  presented.  Thus,  there  is  no  way  to  judge  whether  these  proposals  are 
improvements.  It  is  better  to  recreate  the  traditional  street  grid  or  are 
right-of-ways  similar  to  those  of  Bowdoin,  Cambridge,  and  New  Chardon 
Streets,  which  were  built  in  the  60's,  more  appropriate? 

The  implementation  for  development  the  North  End  and  North  Station  area  is 
highly  depend  on  a  more  accurate  discussion  of  new  surface  streets  to  be 
created  as  a  result  of  the  project.  For  example,  the  quality  of  development 
and  the  type  of  land  use  that  can  be  assumed  for  Parcel  16  in  the  North 
End/North  Station  area,  is  dependent  on  traffic  density  and  traffic  movement 
along  and  adjacent  to  the  property's  edges. 

2. 1.2(01  Congress  Street  to  Kneeland  Street 

(1)  A  Pearl  Street  northbound  off-ramp  is  important  to  serve  the  core  of  the 
Financial  District.  The  absence  of  this  ramp  will  cause  overloading  of  the 
North  Street  ramp  as  well  as  local  roads  in  South  Boston.  We  have  proposed 
a  Pearl  Street  ramp  as  part  of  the  project. 

(2)  Reconstruction  of  the  surface  streets  will  create  new  alignments  and  possible 
development  parcels.  The  streets  involved  are  Summer/Purchase  Streets  to 
Kneeland  Street;  Atlantic  Avenue,  Kingston  Street,  Edinboro  Street,  and 
Beach  Street.  These  streets  connect  areas  of  dense  settlement,  especially 
Chinatown,  where  development  pressures  are  intense.  The  changes  in  the 
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street  system  are  not  described  or  graphically  communicated.  No  standards 
are  provided  for  judging  the  quality  of  changes  that  will  occur. 

2.1.3  I-93/I-90  Interchange  and  Massachusetts  Avenue  Interchange  Area 

(1)  The  project  shows  ramp  connections  from  the  Seaport  Access  Road  to  Herald 
and  Marginal  Streets.  (Movements  23  and  24).  The  City  has  stated  that 
these  local  streets  may  not  be  used  to  connect  regional  traffic  to  and  from 
Back  Bay.  They  therefore  should  not  be  included  in  the  project  description. 
We  have  requested  that  the  project  contain  SAR  connections  to  the 
Turnpike,  with  local  ramps  to  Back  Bay  in  the  Berkeley  Street  vicinity. 

(2)  A  local  street  grid  involving  Herald  Street,  Marginal  Road,  Hudson  Street, 
Harrison,  Albany  Street,  and  Broadway  Street  will  be  created.  How  the 
system  works  and  its  impact  on  local  areas  is  not  explained.  No  standards 
are  provided  for  judging  the  quality  of  changes  that  will  occur. 

2.1.4  South  Boston  and  South  Boston  Bypass  Road  Area 

(1)      Truck  routing  issues:  direct  northbound  I-93  linkage  from  Seaport  Access 
Road  HOV/CV  ramp  through  the  I-90/I-93  interchange.  The  City  and  the 
South  Boston  community  view  this  ramp  as  the  key  to  diverting  trucks  away 
from  the  sensitive  land  use  corridors  of  Northern  Avenue,  Summer  and 
Congress  STreets  and  onto  an  expressway  facility  expressly  designed  to 
accommodate  them.  The  City's  conceptual  scheme  recently  submitted  to  the 
State  appears  feasible  and  should  be  incorporated  into  the  project. 
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(2)  Truck  routing  issue:  CV  ramp  eastbound  to  THT  and  Airport.  The  City 
requests  that  the  State  include  the  "AA"  ramp  in  the  project.  This  ramp 
concept  previously  presented  to  the  State  is  the  only  viable  long-term 
options  the  City  has  seen  so  far  that  solves  the  THT  CV  access  problem 
without  injecting  trucks  into  sensitive  areas  or  eventually  being  negated  by 
proposed  future  circulation  system  changes  (e.g.,  the  Congress  Street 
Extension). 

(3)  "F"  Ramp  location.  The  connection  of  the  "F"  ramp  to  new  "B"  Street 
avoids  the  intersection  failure  problem  of  the  presently  proposed  ramp 
location.  Massport  has  enforced  the  City  that  it  has  supplied  sufficient 
commitments  to  assure  the  creation  of  northbound  "B"  Street,  thus  assuring 
the  connection  of  the  "F"  ramp  to  a  local  street.  The  State's  analysis, 
therefore,  should  include  this  "F"  ramp  location  as  the  likely  option. 

(4)  Connection  to  South  Boston  Bypass  Road  to  serve  "South  of  Summer  Street" 
industrial/truck  terminal  area  in  the  vicinity  of  Cypher  Street.  The  City 
deems  this  connection  essential  to  maximizing  the  utility  and  fulfilling  the 
purpose  of  the  truck  route  and  requests  that  the  State  accommodate  a  design 
to  be  provided  by  the  City's  South  Boston  PWED  study. 

(5)  Redesign  and  combining  of  the  "G/D"  ramps.  The  State's  scheme  of 
combining  the  "G"  and  "D"  ramps  into  a  tunnel  under  Congress  Street 
approached  by  an  850-foot  boat  section  ramp  down  the  east  side  of  the  West 
Service  Road  severely  damages  the  parcelization  in  the  area  and  harms  the 
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development  of  the  street  frontage  off  West  Service  Road.  The  State 
should  commit  itself  to  seek  proper  alternative  transportation  solutions  for 
the  ramp  connection  without  negatively  impacting  the  economic  development 
potential  in  the  area.  The  objective  is  to  solve  the  ramp  issues  south  of 
Summer  Street. 

(6)  The  failure  of  the  Proposed  Action  to  include  a  mid  point  east/west  access 
to  the  Bypass  from  the  A  Street/West  First  Street  area  cuts  off  the  existing 
major  truck  route  from  unprovided  service,  fails  to  serve  Gillette  Company, 
the  City's  largest  manufacturing  employer,  and  provides  no  relief  to  the 

St.  Vincent's  neighborhood  from  a  truck  route  which  it  has  lobbied  to 
remove  from  its  midst  for  some  twenty  years. 

(7)  The  proposed  action  would,  in  its  first  phase,  utilize  Dorchester  Avenue,  a 
major  north/south  community  artery,  as  the  channel  for  large  volumes  of 
construction  and  general  trucking  seeking  access  to  and  from  the  Southeast 
Expressway.  Given  the  existing  Dorchester  Avenue  congestion,  a  substantial 
and  compelling  case  would  be  required  to  justify  leaving  the  Bypass 
incomplete  as  to  its  connection  to  Frontage  Road.  The  proponent  fails  to 
make  this  case  and  therefore  the  SEIS  should  be  required  to  fully  evaluate 
both  the  Dorchester  Avenue  impacts  and  to  show  why  the  Bypass  should  not 
be  completed  with  a  connection  to  Frontage  Road  prior  to  its  opening. 
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2.1.7(a)  Operations  and  Maintenance 

(1)  Incident  Management,  page  2-36.  It  might  be  helpful  to  list  how  incidents 
will  be  categorized  in  a  table  with  a  description  of  the  appropriate  responses 
in  order  to  convey  some  sense  of  how  the  system  will  work. 

(2)  Hazardous  Cargo,  page  2-16.  According  to  the  SEIS,  hazardous  materials 
will  not  be  allowed  in  the  tunnels.  Where  will  it  go?  If  these  materials  are 
to  be  transported  on  the  "surface  artery"  then  citizens  may  be  confronted 
with  a  new  more  serious  definition  of  this  road  network. 

(3)  Crash  Truck  Station,  page  2-13.  Crash  Truck  Stations  are  not  described  in 
terms  of  location,  operation,  number  and  type  of  vehicles,  and  facility 
requirements. 

(4)  Artery /Tunnel  Control  Center,  page  2-38.  The  Control  Center  is  not 
described  nor  is  any  size  given. 

(5)  Public  Facilities,  page  2-38.  Public  Facilities  are  undefined  and  not 
described. 

2.1.7  Ventilation  Facilities 

(1)      Seven  vent  buildings  have  been  identified  to  serve  the  CA/THT  system. 
According  to  the  SEIS  document,  the  total  footprint  of  all  new  vent 
buildings  to  be  constructed  is  161 ,800  square  feet.  If  the  structures  average 
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4  stories,  gross  square  feet  is  647,200.  These  buildings  will  be  the  center  of 
operation  for  a  fleet  of  service,  maintenance,  and  security  vehicles.  One 
will  include  the  operations  center  for  the  system.  Stack  heights  will  range 
up  to  300  feet  above  grade. 

The  SEIS  includes  no  description  of  the  structures  apart  from  their 
footprints.  The  document  does  not  indicate  any  implications  for  design  and 
compatibility  with  neighborhood  and  urban  character  issues  are  raised.  The 
document  does  not  evaluate  the  relationship  between  the  design  and 
construction  of  these  structures  and  existing  City  requirements  for 
environmental  impact  assessment  or  design  review. 

(2)  The  SEIS  document  locates  Vent  Building  3  on  the  harbor  front  at  the 
Boston  Edison  site  on  Atlantic  Avenue.  The  footprint  of  the  structure  is 
estimated  to  be  about  21 ,500  square  feet.  According  to  the  SEIS,  assuming 
joint  development  of  the  site  to  current  BRA  height  limits,  a  stack  height  of 
between  240  and  300  feet  will  be  required.  This  produces  an  enormous 
environmental  impact  at  Boston's  harbor  edge  and  a  very  challenging  design 
situation,  which  may  limit  the  use  of  the  site. 

(3)  There  are  three  existing  vent  buildings  in  the  area  serving  Dewey  Square. 
The  SEIS  description  of  the  proposed  action  does  not  mention  whether  it  is 
possible  to  recycle  one  or  more  of  these  existing  facilities  to  substitute  for 
the  structure  proposed  Boston  Edison  site.  Doing  so  would  minimize  an 
environmental  hazard  close  to  public  access  to  the  water. 
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(4)      Seaport  Access  Road  Area,  Vent  Building  5,  page  2-46.  The  footprint  figure 
given  may  be  in  error. 

2.2.3  1-93/1-90  Interchange  and  Massachusetts  Avenue  Interchange  Area. 

(1)      Expanded  Frontage  Road  System,  page  2-51.  This  system  is  mentioned  but 
not  described.  The  description  should  entail  potential  parcelization  of 
adjacent  properties  and  standards  of  service,  which  can  be  expected  along 
the  system.  Options  and  performance  criteria  should  be  presented  for 
evaluation. 

2.2.7  Changes  to  Ventilation  Facilities 

(1)      Joint  Development  of  Vent  Building  3.  If  construction  of  Vent  Building  3  is 
required  (see  above  note  Central  Area,  page  2-44,  Vent  Building  3),  joint 
development  of  the  site  should  be  required.  There  is  no  indication  of  how 
such  joint  development  might  proceed. 

3.1  Transportation  Facilities 

(1)      The  comparison  of  1982  and  1987  traffic  volumes  states  that  increases  reflect 
"the  pace  of  development  that  has  occurred  in  the  Boston  area  during  the 
past  several  years."  Traffic  volume  increases  are  a  result  largely  of 
economic  growth  and  the  resulting  new  jobs  generated  in  the  metropolitan 

area  over  this  period.  jobs  have  been  generated  in  Boston  from 

to .  Development  activity  provides  the  space 
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where  these  jobs  can  be  located.  The  low  office  vacancy  rate  over  the  same 
period  indicates  the  impact  of  the  City's  program  to  assure  that  office 
development  is  harnessed  to  economic  growth  rather  than  anticipating  it. 
The  City's  zoning  initiatives  over  the  same  period  have  directed  this 
economic  growth  to  locations  where  it  can  serve  neighborhood  economic 
needs  and  where  it  can  be  accessed  by  public  transportation.  The  Downtown 
is  subject  to  an  Interim  Planning  Overlay  District  which  constrains  growth  in 
transit-poor  areas  such  as  the  Financial  District  and  encourages  it  near  such 
transit  served  locations  as  North  and  South  Station.  The  revised  zoning 
code  requires  transportation  impact  analyses  of  downtown  projects  which 
make  public  their  vehicular  impacts  and  develops  measures  to  limit  auto  use. 
These  city  land  use  and  growth  management  initiatives  are  intended  to 
assure  that  continued  economic  growth  in  the  City  has  the  least  possible 
traffic  generation  impacts. 

In  short,  the  paragraph  should  indicate  that  growth  of  auto  usage  is  a  result 
of  the  region's  strong  economic  performance  and  that  City  policy  initiatives 
have  served  to  manage  resulting  development  and  minimize  its  traffic 
impacts. 

3.1.3  Other  Transportation  Facilities 

(1)      The  SEIR  correctly  states  that  the  Central  Artery  is  part  of  an 

interdependent  set  of  transportation  facilities  serving  the  region.  It  fails  to 
note  one  of  the  important  elements  of  that  system:  rail  links  to  the  harbor. 
While  this  regional  rail  system  has  atrophied  over  the  last  30  years, 
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reinvestment  in  the  system  is  now  taking  place.  With  the  changes  in  the 
international  export  market  which  are  now  underway,  this  rail  system  may 
assume  increased  potential  to  serve  regional  commercial  traffic. 

The  project  impacts  the  rail  system  in  East  Boston  and  South  Boston.  This 
section  of  the  SFEIS  should  therefore  describe  the  regional  rail  system  and 
the  changes  in  the  system  which  will  result  from  the  project. 

3.2  Land  Use  and  Neighborhood  Characteristics 

Introduction 

(1)      The  introduction  does  not  include  a  description  of  city  planning  as  a 

functional  control  mechanism.  Discussion  of  Proposed  Action  consequences 
in  the  absence  of  an  understanding  of  the  role  current  planning  practice 
plays  is  therefore  misleading  in  the  sense  that  it  assumes  change  will  occur 
in  a  vacuum. 

Land  Use  Overview 

(1)      It  should  be  clarified  that  in  Boston  the  principle  purpose  of  planning  is  to 

manage  growth  in  an  era  of  unprecedented  economic  expansion  and  to  ensure 
that  benefits  are  equitably  distributed  to  city  residents.  The  Proposed 
Action  must  be  evaluated  relative  to  the  goals  of  Boston  city  planning  in  the 
context  of  promoting  economic  development.  Therefore,  insert  under  Land 
Use  Overview,  page  3-89: 
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"Land  Use  Overview 

In  general,  the  pattern  of  Boston  development  planning  since  the 
FEIS/R  has  been  to  adopt  planning  policies  to  control  growth  and 
balance  the  needs  of  an  expanding  economy  and  to  ensure  preservation 
of  characteristics  that  make  the  city  livable.  This  approach  is 
predicated  on  basic  principles  as  stated  in  the  1987  planning  document 
"A  Plan  to  Manage  Growth:" 

-  Targeting  economic  opportunity  including  jobs  and  impact  linkage 
payments  so  that  benefits  of  the  development  economy  accrue  to 
Boston  residents; 

Requiring  mitigation  measures  to  ensure  that  new  development 
does  not  overwhelm  existing  infrastructure,  including  the  natural 
environment  and  the  historic  character  of  the  city; 

-  Imposing  strict  review  of  development  initiatives  in  which  as  much 
of  process  as  possible  is  open  to  community  participation. 

As  a  result,  since  the  FEIS/R  the  City  has  significantly  down-zoned 
property,  created  new  growth  corridors,  and  combined  zoning  review  and 
comprehensive  planning.  Thus  new  development  has  proceeded  without 
adverse  effects  to  the  environment  or  public  infrastructure." 
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(2)  On  page  3-90,  the  SEIS  understates  the  role  and  purpose  of  Interim  Overlay 
Planning  Districts.  Replace  the  second  paragraph  on  page  3-90  and  the  first 
paragraph  on  page  3-91  with  the  following  paragraphs: 

"Since  the  FEIS/R,  the  City  of  Boston  has  instituted  a  comprehensive 
planning  process  administered  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority, 
which  guides  land  use  decisions  in  the  Artery /Tunnel  Project  area.  In 
July  of  1985,  the  BRA  published  interim  guidelines  for  downtown 
growth.  Key  elements  of  this  Downtown  Plan  include  transportation 
access  planning,  environmental  mitigation  measures,  district  height 
limits,  housing  replacement  requirements,  open  space  zoning, 
preservation  of  historic  structures,  and  barrier  free  access  to  new 
structures  for  handicapped  persons. 

The  main  effect  of  the  Plan  is  to  channel  new  commercial  growth  into 
underutilized  areas  of  the  city,  including  the  North  Station,  South 
Station,  and  South  Boston  development  districts.  For  a  24-month 
period  starting  in  1987  and  recently  extended  for  an  additional  year, 
the  Plan  establishes  interim  rules  while  special  studies  are  conducted  to 
establish  permanent  zoning  codes.  The  Plan  designates  the  Central 
Artery  right-of-way  as  a  Special  Study  Area  and  offers  community 
participants  a  voice  in  shaping  guidelines  for  land  uses  within  the 
corridor." 

(3)  The  Downtown  IPOD  is  not  administered  by  the  Boston  Zoning  Commission, 
as  stated  in  the  text.  The  Commission  established  the  IPOD.  The  planning 
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and  initiatives  for  permanent  zoning  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority,  which  is  presently  conducting  the  necessary 
district  studies. 

(4)  The  text  fails  to  refer  to  the  Harborpark  IPOD,  which  affects  the  North 
Station,  North  End,  Waterfront,  Financial  District,  Leather  District,  and 
South  Boston  districts. 

(5)  The  term  of  the  Fort  Point  Channel  IPOD  will  be  established  on  its 
adoption. 

(6)  In  order  to  clarify  the  City's  zoning  initiatives,  a  map  and  full  discussion  of 
the  City's  zoning  initiatives  in  the  study  area  is  called  for.  The  map  would 
show  the  Downtown  IPOD  districts. 

3.2     Neighborhood  Characteristics  Overview 

(1)  Attached  is  a  comprehensive  list  of  the  list  of  major  community 
facilities. 

(2)  Neighborhood  councils'  role  is  incorrectly  stated  on  page  3-93.  The 
councils  were  established  by  the  city  to  provide  structured  participation 
in  planning  and  policy  decisions  which  affect  land  use,  development, 
service  delivery  and  quality  of  life  issues. 
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3.2.1  Area  North  of  Causeway  Street 

(1)  The  table  and  map  of  major  land  use  changes  since  1983  should  be  revised  as 
follows: 

o    280-292  Commercial  Street  has  not  been  constructed. 

o    the  North  End  Community  Health  Center  is  mislocated  on  the  map. 

o    Add  the  following  projects: 

Mariner  Condominiums 

Fulton  Place  (under  construction)  -  65  units 

Prince  Condominiums  -  24  units 

(2)  The  discussion  of  neighborhood  organization  on  page  3-104  should  be 
supplemented  as  follows: 

o    Community  concerns  in  addition  to  those  cited  include  building  height 
and  affordable  housing. 

o    The  text  should  clarify  that  the  neighborhood  council  is  presently 
working  with  the  North  End  on  comprehensive  rezoning.  The 
waterfront  portion  of  the  North  End  is  being  rezoned  through  the 
Harborpark  I  POD. 
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3.2.3(b)  Waterfront/Market  Area 

(1)  The  text  should  be  corrected  to  indicate  that  most  of  the  Waterfront  is  in 
the  Harborpark  IPOD.  Only  the  portion  west  of  the  Artery  is  in  the 
Downtown  IPOD.  The  map  referred  to  above  would  clarify  this  boundary. 

(2)  Neighborhood  Trends.  The  statement  that  "Recent  interim  zoning 
amendments  have  been  passed  to  control  density  in  the  neighborhood,  in 
large  part  due  to  the  tight  parking  situation"  is  inaccurate.  Please  revise  to 
state  that  they  have  been  passed  in  order  to  review  and  revise  present 
zoning. 

3.2.2(c)  Government  Center 

3.3.3(d)  Financial  District 

3.2.3(a)  Chinatown/South  Cove 

(1)  Land  Use.  The  opening  statement  on  page  3-110  is  fundamentally  wrong. 
The  historic  boundaries  of  Chinatown  were  encroached  upon  by  highway 
projects.  The  Turnpike  and  the  Southeast  Expressway  ramps  removed  the 


eastern  and  southern  edges  of  the  community/.  Movement  of  the  population 


into  the  South  End  are  largely  due  to  changes  in  immigration  law  have  led 
to  a  substantial  increase  in  the  Asian  community  since  1975.    f 
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(2)      The  Park  Plaza  project  has  had  no  impact  on  Chinatown,  since  the  approved 
boundaries  of  the  project  do  not  over  lap  Chinatown.  Any  direct  impacts  of 
the  project  have  involved  conversion  of  Combat  Zone  uses  to  new  uses.  A 
substantial  increase  in  Chinese  property  ownership  has  resulted,  including  the 
acquisition  of  the  Golden  Age  Center  for  the  Elderly  and  the  redevelopment 
of  a  Combat  Zone  building  to  the  China  Trade  Building  by  a  partnership 
including  the  Chinatown  CDC.  The  Midtown  Cultural  District  plan,  an 
initiative  involving  extensive  involvement  and  approval  by  the  Chinatown 
community,  will  lead  to  the  expansion  of  the  Chinatown  community  as  more 
economic  uses  replace  Combat  Zone  uses. 

The  Downtown  I  POD,  which  resulted  in  the  revised  permanent  mid-town 
zoning,  also  contains  the  Chinatown  District.  This  district  protects 
Chinatown  from  commercial  development  pressures  in  adjacent  districts.  The 
Chinatown-South  Cove  core  area  is  identified  for  Restricted  Growth,  with 
the  1-90/1-93  Interchange  for  Medium  Growth  to  its  east  and  Bay  Village  for 
Priority  Preservation  to  its  west.  The  current,  neighborhood-based 
Chinatown  planning  process  will  shortly  produce  a  permanent  zoning 
revision  which  will  assure  that  the  neighborhood  is  protected  from  midtown 
development  pressures. 

The  Chinatown  plan  contains  a  Gateway  Sub-District,  a  special  study  area 
covering  the  1-90/1-93  Interchange.  This  neighborhood  plan  will  assure  that 
the  Central  Artery  design  and  the  re-use  of  resulting  parcels  will  reflect  the 
neighborhood  desire  to  reconnect  the  area  to  Chinatown.  The  community's 
intention  is  that  in  the  long-term  future,  the  1-90/1-93  Interchange  and  the 
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Turnpike  Air-Rights  Subdistricts  will  replenish  the  land  base  previously  lost 
to  highway  construction,  thus  providing  expansion  opportunities  to  one  of 
the  fastest 

(3)  The  text  on  page  3-113  contains  the  statement  that  the  conversion  of 
housing  to  other  uses  has  reduced  available  housing  in  an  already  tight 
market.  This  statement  is  unsupported  and  untrue. 

(4)  The  text  should  indicate  that  the  building  stock  of  Chinatown  is  highly 
vulnerable  to  construction  impacts  from  major  projects  such  as  the  Central 
Artery.  More  than  50  percent  of  the  292  buildings  in  Chinatown  have  been 
identified  with  structural  damage  resulted  from  lowered  ground  tables  and 
exposed  wood  pilings.  Between  200-400  housing  units  (15-30%)  could 
potentially  be  lost.  Construction  which  could  alter  the  water  table  could 
further  jeopardize  the  stock. 

Neighborhood  Trends 

(1)      The  text  does  not  show  an  understanding  of  the  community's  desire  for 

balance  between  Chinese  economic  and  residential  growth,  implying  that  they 
are  antagonistic  to  each  other.  The  text  states  that  Asian  business 
expansion  on  Washington  Street  "will  continue  to  limit  new  opportunities  to 
increase  the  housing  supply  in  these  areas."  Castle  Square  development  in 
the  South  End  and  the  Tremont  Village  development  in  the  Bay  Village 
reflect  the  residential  expansion,  while  Asian-owned  businesses  around  the 
lower  Washington  Street  area  in  the  Midtown  Cultural  District  represent  the 
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commercial  expansion  of  the  growing  Chinatown  community.  In  the  near- 
term,  development  in  the  Chinatown  commercial  center  north  of  Kneeland 
Street  is  likely  to  be  limited  to  rehab  of  existing  buildings  for  commercial 
use  or  mixed-use.  Near-term  redevelopment  will  concentrate  in  the  area 
south  of  Kneeland  Street,  primarily  housing  and  community  facilities  on  the 
public  parcels  totalling  about  500  residential  units. 

In  addition,  a  substantial  expansion  of  clinical  program  is  being  planned  by 
the  New  England  Medical  Center  Hospitals.  The  on-going  masterplan  and 
rezoning  efforts  are  re-examining  the  land  use  policies  for  institutional 
development  in  order  to  address  the  critical  needs  in  housing,  community 
service,  and  open  space. 

(2)      Other  trends  which  should  be  reported  include: 

o    The  Asian  population  in  the  city  and  in  the  region  has  become 
increasingly  diversified.  However,  Chinatown  is  still  predominantly 
home  to  first-generation  immigrant  families  typically  with  limited 
education,  low  income,  and  large  households  including  elderly  and  young 
children. 

o    The  demand  for  centrally  located  community  services  and  businesses  will 
continue  to  grow  with  further  increase  of  Asian  immigrants  from 
Chinatown,  Hong  Kong,  Taiwan,  and  Southeast  Asia.  Presently 
professional  and  personal  services  make  up  the  largest  group  of 
businesses  (29%)  in  Chinatown. 
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o    The  environmental  problems  could  be  further  compounded  with  major 
constructions,  including  public  utilities,  transportation  projects,  and 
commercial  development  planned  for  the  adjacent  area.  In  addition  to 
construction  impact,  both  Chinatown  businesses  and  residential 
environment  need  to  be  protected  from  traffic  impact  and  to  improve 
on  pedestrian  connections  and  access  within  Chinatown  across  Kneeland 
Street  and  the  Surface  Artery,  and  with  the  surrounding  neighborhoods 
across  Essex  Street,  Washington  Street,  Marginal  Road,  and  Herald 
Street. 

o      Remedial/mitigating/preventive  measures  have  been  started  by  the  City 
to  supplement  the  housing  and  job  linkage  requirements  to  further 
support  creation  quality  affordable  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
economic  development  of  Chinatown  and  to  maintain  a  livable 
environment. 

3.2.3(rt  South  End 

(1 )      Neighborhood  Characteristics.  Amend  the  text  on  page  3-1 1 6  to  read  as 
follows: 

"The  South  End  does  not  share  a  cohesive  district-wide  civic  structure. 
The  neighborhood  is  organized  by  geographic  sub-neighborhood  areas 
and  block  associations.  Emergency  facilities  within  the  project  area 
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include  the  Harrison  Fire  Station...,  Police  Headquarters  on  Berkeley 
Street  and  Boston  City  Hospital. 

(2)      Page  3-1 1 7  should  be  revised  to  read  as  follows: 

"The  South  End  has  chosen  not  be  establish  a  neighborhood  council,  opting 
instead  for  a  "town  meeting"  approach  where  well  publicized  and  issue- 
oriented  aMarge  meetings  are  held.  Neighborhood  associations  (of  which 
there  are  many),  however,  continue  to  play  an  active  role  in  the  community. 
In  fact,  it  is  the  strength  of  these  individual  groups  that  has  made  if 
difficult  to  convene  a  single  entity  to  represent  the  community.  The 
Mayor's  Office  and  the  BRA  have  organized  successful  issue-oriented 
meetings,  particularly  around  development  issues.  These  forums  have  led  to 
a  neighborhood  rezoning  effort  and  the  South  End  Neighborhood  Housing 
Initiative,  which  will  create  some  625  new  units  of  mixed-income  housing." 

3.2.4  South  Boston  and  South  Boston  Bypass  Area 

(1)      This  section  should  be  expanded  to  summarize  the  Fort  Point  District  Plan 
report  recently  published  by  the  BRA.  The  report  presents  important 
information  on  current  land  uses,  development  plans  and  neighborhood 
characteristics.  Among  the  information  that  should  be  noted  is  the 
following: 
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Land  Use 

o    The  900-acre  study  area's  total  employment  is  28,000.  Approximately  50 
percent  of  these  jobs  are  industrial.  These  jobs  represent  35  percent 
of  all  Boston  industrial  jobs. 

o    The  waterfront  today  serves  containerized  general  cargo,  automobiles, 
diverse  other  cargo,  intercoastal  and  ocean-going  passenger  services. 
The  seafood  industry  handles  20  million  pounds  of  fish  landed  and  50 
million  pounds  processed  each  year. 

Development 

o        The  plan  establishes  3  areas  of  study: 

1 .  The  New  Congress  Street/Piers  Enterprise  Zone.  Comprehensive 
community  planning  will  create  one  of  Boston's  first  "Enterprise 
Zones,"  balancing  the  District's  cumulative  needs  (housing,  jobs, 
commercial  space,  industrial  space,  and  open  space)  against  its 
development  potential. 

2.  Industrial  Study  Area.  The  chief  planning  goals  for  the  Industrial 
Study  Area  are: 

o    strengthening  the  working  waterfront; 
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o    expanding  the  manufacturing  and  industrial  economy,  and 
increasing  jobs; 

o    improving  connections  to  regional  transportation  through 
direct  truck  access  to  the  South  Boston  Bypass  and  the 
SEaport  Access  Roads. 

3.       St.  Vincent's  Residential  Area.  St.  Vincent's  is  the  part  of 

residential  South  Boston  which  abuts  Fort  Point.  Many  residents 
work  in  the  industrial  area  of  Fort  Point,  and  are  concerned  about 
future  employment  opportunities.    But  they  are  also  concerned 
about  the  tight  market  for  housing,  especially  affordable,  and 
about  the  negative  impacts  of  industry  and  traffic  on  their 
neighborhood.  The  chief  planning  goals  for  St.  Vincent's  are: 

o      building  new  affordable  housing; 

o    creating  new  open  space  accessible  to  local  residents; 

o    eliminating  conflicts  with  truck  traffic  and  manufacturing 
uses. 

The  development  initiates  contained  in  this  community-based  plan  represent 
the  largest  opportunity  for  the  expansion  of  the  Boston  economy  in  the  next 
decades.  The  SFEIS  must  present  a  complete  picture  of  the  goals  which  the 
City  intends  to  accomplish  in  South  Boston.  It  is  the  accomplishment  of 
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these  goals  which  will  be  the  City's  criteria  for  judging  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  facility. 

(2)      The  text  does  not  address  the  importance  of  trucking  generated  by  industry 
in  the  area.  In  spite  of  the  twenty  year  record  of  community  and  industry 
complaints  about  inefficient  truck  routes  and  truck  routing,  both  formally 
and  in  contravention  to  posted  truck  routes,  through  the  residential 
community,  the  SEIS  seems  to  view  these  problems  as  separate  and  apart 
from  the  issue  of  Seaport  Access  Road/Third  Harbor  Tunnel  general  and 
construction  trucking.  Evidence  of  this  separate  point  of  view  can  be  found 
on  page  3-122  which  refers  to  a  seemingly  separate  effort  on  the  part  of 
the  TAC  to  find  improved  truck  routes.  In  fact  members  of  the  TAC  as 
well  as  the  Fort  Point  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  clearly  regard  the  Bypass 
as  an  integral  feature  of  the  complete  modification  and  modernization  truck 
routing  system  in  the  area. 

3.2.6  East  Boston/Logan  Airport 

(1 )      Table  3.16:  Note  the  following  corrections. 

Correction:  Gumball  Factory  Conversion  -  49  units  /  under  construction, 

completion  date  unknown. 

Gumball  Factory  Addition  -  40  units  /  under  construction, 
completion  date  unknown.  (Total  Project  Units:  89) 
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Addition: 


Ramada  Inn  -  Hotel  Addition  - 120  rooms  /  units 
construction,  completion  date  1992. 


(2)  Page  3-125: 

Correction:  The  text  states:  "Massport  Piers  4  and  5  are  planned  for  use 

as  a  park  and  lobster  fishing  terminal."  The  park  is  planned 
for  Piers  3  &  4;  the  lobster  terminal  is  planned  for  Pier  5. 

Correction:  The  text  states:  "Development  of  airport-related  uses  outside 

of  the  boundaries  of  Logan  Airport  will  be  prohibited  and 
special  permits  will  be  required  for  all  industrial 
development."  The  reference  to  "special  permits"  is 
incorrect.  The  Boston  Zoning  Code  does  not  have  a  system 
of  special  permits.  The  future  of  the  variance/conditional 
use  permit  system  in  industrially  zoned  land  is  an  issue  that 
will  be  determined  by  the  IPOD  process. 

(3)  UNDER  SECTION  TITLED  "NEIGHBORHOOD  CHARACTERISTICS" 

Correction: 

2nd  paragraph:     Porzio  Park  NOT  Porzio  Park 

East  Boston  Memorial  Stadium,  NOT  East  Boston  Stadium 
Memorial  Park 
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(4)       PAGE  2-125 

UNDER  SECTION  TITLED  "NEIGHBORHOOD  TRENDS" 

Correction: 

2nd  paragraph:     East  Boston  Planning  and  Zoning  Advisory  Committee,  NOT 
East  Boston  Planning,  Zoning,  and  Advisory  Committee. 

The  text  states  that  the  East  Boston  PZAC  has  been 
"working  on  a  zoning  amendment"  for  the  neighborhood. 
This  is  a  misleading  statement  about  the  I  POD  process.  The 
committee's  purpose  to  is  embark  on  a  comprehensive  review 
of  the  current  zoning  and  to  make  recommendations  for 
revised  final  zoning  to  the  BRA  and  the  Zoning  Commission. 

Changes  in  Affected  Environment 

3.8:  -  Air  Quality 

(1)  Pg.  3-250  (Table  3.34):  Particulate  Matter  standards  is  repeated  twice. 

(2)  Pg.  3-251  (Table  3.35):  Table  shows  the  ozone  standard  exceeded  two  times 
in  Chelsea  in  1986,  not  one  time. 

(3)  Pg.  3-258  (Table  3.39):  Table  should  state  that  measured  CO  levels  are  2nd 
highest  (as  stated  on  pg.  3-257). 
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3.9  -  Noise  and  Vibration 
No  comments. 
3.10 -Water  Quality 

(1)  Pg.  3-287  (top):  According  to  Table  3.48,  at  depths  of  18  feet  most 
parameters  (5  of  8)  are  Category  2,  not  Category  1 . 

(2)  Pg.  3-302:  References  to  Figure  3J3  (in  paragraphs  2,3)  should  be  3.75. 

(3)  Pg.  3-303  (last  paragraph):  Table  3.56  indicates  that  dissolved  oxygen  levels 
upstream  of  the  new  dam  do  not  meet  the  criteria  in  all  cases,  contrary  to 
the  statement  made  in  this  paragraph. 

(4)  Pg.  3-309  (Table  3.58):  Reference  to  Figure  3.82  (Footnote  1)  should  be 
3.75. 

(5)  General:  For  the  sake  of  consistency  and  comparability,  the  water  quality 
concentrations  in  the  various  tables  in  this  chapter  (3.46  ff)  should  be  in  the 
same  units  rather  than  differing  for  each  table  (ppm,  mg/l,  mg/g,  mg/kg). 
Comparability  with  the  standards  likewise  is  difficult  (e.g.,  Table  3.52  (ug/g) 
compared  to  the  standards  (Table  3.49)  which  is  in  ppm,  etc.) 
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3. 11  -  Wetlands  and  Waterways 

(1)  Figures  3.78  -  3.84: 

a.  "Filled  Tidelands"  and  "CZM"  boundary  designations  seem  to  be  reversed 
in  the  keys. 

b.  Why  are  not  all  boundaries  shown  on  all  the  map)  e.g.  CZM  boundary)? 

(2)  Figure  3.88:  The  map  of  navigational  features  of  the  Harbor  should  be 
extended  to  show  the  navigational  features  of  the  Inner  Harbor  as  well, 
since  this  is  where  the  project  would  have  its  primary  impact. 

3.12  -  Vegetation  and  Wildlife 
No  comments. 

3.13-  Floodplains 
No  Comments. 
3.14  -  Soils  and  Geology 
No  Comments. 
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Some  additional  comments  based  on  my  cursory  review  of  the  rest  of  the  report: 

3. 1  -  Transportation  Facilities 

(1)  Figure  3.6:  The  total  entering  and  exiting  volumes  on  this  figure  do  not 
correspond  to  the  volumes  given  in  paragraph  2  of  page  3-1 1 . 

(2)  Pg.  3-79:  I  believe  that  the  General  Dynamics  Shipyard  in  Quincy  is  one  of 
the  two  material  building  sites  for  the  Deer  Island  project,  not  an 
alternative  site  to  Revere  Sugar  site  in  Charlestown  or  an  additional  site 
under  consideration. 

3.2  -  Land  Use  and  Neighborhood  Characteristics 
(1)      Table  3.13:  Add  Kingston-Bedford  project. 

3.3  -  Visual  Characteristics 

Sect.  3.3(b)  and  (c):  References  to  Figure  3.34A  (etc.)  should  be  3.35A  (etc.) 

3.5  -  Historic  Resources 

(1)      Pg.  3-192  (Sect.  3.5.1  (a):  References  to  Figure  3.53  -  this  figure  only 
shows  subareas,  not  the  primary  and  secondary  study  areas. 
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(2)      Pp.  3-213  -  3.214:  Reference  to  NR  districts  -  Figure  3.54  does  not  show 
that  the  South  End  district  is  located  in  the  Primary  Corridor  nor  the 
Albany  Street  district  in  the  Secondary  Corridor.  The  Chinatown  district  is 
shown  as  in  both. 

3.6  -  Archaeological  Resources 

(1)  Figure  3.62:  Sites  SB1 4  and  SB1 5  should  be  added  to  the  map. 

(2)  If  available,  the  results  of  the  archaeological  surveys  should  be  included  in 
the  report. 

3.7  -  Utilities 
No  comments. 

4.0  -  Development  of  ttie  Proposed  Action 

(1)      Figure  4-20:  This  figure  is  mislabeled  -  should  be  "Southbound  Off-Ramps- 
Financial  District". 
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